Although these Salafī groups had sectarian differences with the Ahmadiyya, there were also commonalities in terms of their discourse on Islamic reform and modernity. Amid these Salafī-Ahmadi doctrinal and sectarian divisions, news about the Ahmadiyya success in propagating Islam reached these circles (especially in Egypt) and put these Salafī writers in a quandary between their uncompromising sectarian differences with the Ahmadiyya and their desire to welcome the Ahmadiyyaʼs success in converting Europeans to Islam.
Most of these Salafī writers were aware of the split within the Ahmadiyya movement, and that most of the work in Europe was achieved by the Ahmadiyya Anjuman-i Isha'at-i Islam (Ahmadiyya Society for the Propagation of Islam) under the leadership of Mawlana Muḥammad ʿAlī . Muḥammad ʿAlī was a sincere follower of Mirza Ghulam Ahmad and affirmed his position as a mujaddid (reformer), but not as a "Promised Mahdi or Messiah." Others also took this position: the Lahore mission in London, for example, was keen on distinguishing themselves from the Qadiyani branch of the Ahmadiyya led by Mirza Ghulam Ahmad's son in Qadiyan, who insisted that his father was the "Promised Messiah."
The historical role of the Ahmadiyya in the interwar period has been studied from the perspective of their local activities in Muslim communities in Europe. For example, the Woking Mission and mosque in South West London (established in 1914) became a "symbolic and organizational centrality in the inter-war period for British Islam,"3 when its first leader, the well-known Muslim lawyer Khwaja Kamal-ud-Din (1870 set up a literary trust to publish their magazine and other missionary tracts.4 Through this mission, Islam appealed to many British figures, such as Baron Lord Headley (1855 Headley ( -1955 who founded the British Muslim Society in 1914 , and Abdullah Yusuf Ali (1872 -1953 , a well-known translator of the Qurʾān, to name just a few.5 In April 1925, a "Lahori" mosque (i.e., aligned with the main Ahmadiyya) which was closely connected to the Woking mosque was established in Berlin.6 In 1924, the foundation stone for a Qadiyani mosque was laid in the Southfields suburb of London; the mosque was officially inaugurated in 1926. The Woking and Southfields mosques approached their propaganda in similar ways. In Germain's view, at the grassroots level the boundary between the two branches of the Ahmadiyya was somehow blurrred. Despite their competition, the Qadiyani mosque advertised the activities of the Lahori, and their newspapers had subscribers in common. In London, some people attended religious celebrations in Woking as well as in Southfields. This confusion was probably more convenient for the Qadiyani branch, since their work was still beginning in Europe.7
To a certain extent, the faith of the Lahore group in Ghulam Ahmad as a reformer made them less controversial than the Qadiyanis in some Salafī groups. It should be also emphasized that the Lahori Ahmadiyya missionaries in interwar Europe tried to down play these sectarian conflicts by adapting their message to their audiences in Europe on the one hand, and by seeking ways to present a positive image of themselves and their work in Europe to the Muslim public outside Europe. In 1929 James Thayer Addison described the Lahore group as more clever than sincere with regard to their origin, since they were reluctant to admit any connection with the Ahmadiyya movement. Its leaders, especially in England, are eager to adapt their message to the convictions or the fashions of the present hour and to exploit the ignorance of their audience by making any assertions that will favor their cause. Intellectually more acceptable than the Qadiani, they inspire less respect, for one usually prefers the naive and narrow-minded to the sophisticated and slippery.8
In his well-documented work on British converts in the period from 1850 to 1950, Jamie Gilham gives a few local examples how British converts to Islam, who were engaged in the Ahmadiyya circles, reacted to sectarianism during that period. After World War I, early British converts repeatedly confirmed in their writings that the Ahmadiyya mission was part of the wider umma; but tensions about the Ahmadiyya differences and leadership began to appear again throughout 1930s.9 Around the same time, these conflicts reached the Muslim world. In addition to their involvement in the Ahmadiyya mission, during the interwar period European converts were active in a wider pan-Islamic Salafī network of associates, both inside and outside Europe. In particular, they took part in missionary work, in the translation movement of the Qurʾān in Europe, and in the Muslim intellectual and religious debates of that time. By such "transnational" connections, European converts were intermediaries, playing an "in-between" role between the European and Muslim cultures on the one hand, and between the Salafī reformist and the Ahmadiyya groups on the other. A deeper historical reading of these connections shows that despite their religious dissonance, the Ahmadiyya achievements in Europe and in relation to European converts created specific contact zones.
The position of European converts to Islam in the Salafī-Ahmadiyya disputes in the interwar period is remarkable. At the beginning of the 1930s, Muslim communities in India began an anti-Ahmadiyya campaign that included Ahmadiyya activities in Europe;10 the debates that were generated had wide repercussions in various regions in the Muslim world and Europe. It is not surprising, given their reformist and puritan understanding of Islam, that the Salafiyya movement, in Cairo in particular, led one of the most outspoken anti-Ahmadiyya trends at the time. But, as we shall see, such negative attitudes were not always homogenous. On the one hand, we find that these Muslim reformists harshly attacked the Ahmadiyya doctrines, particularly their pacifistic view of jihad in Islam, but often praised their daʿwa (missionary) activities in Europe on the other. We can also argue that the context of Muslims in Europe and the roles played by European converts to Islam sometimes obliged pan-Islamic reformist groups in interwar Europe to recognize and sometimes cooperate with the Ahmadiyya in serving common Islamic objectives.
In order to form a detailed picture of these conflicts, we highlight the attitudes of the Muslim reformist writers who contributed to Rashīd Riḍā's journal al-Manār and to the magazine al-Fatḥ [The opening] founded by Riḍā's contemporary Syrian writer and activist Muḥibb al-Dīn al-Khaṭīb (1886 -1969 . Al-Fatḥ, a weekly Islamic-oriented magazine, focused on the position of Islam and Muslim institutions in interwar Europe, especially on the work of European converts. Its editor can be considered among the Salafiyya because he supported the idea that Islam is not only restricted to ritual performance, but is a religion of "doctrine, worship, and rule." The magazine worked towards the removal of any "heretical elements" in the body of Islam.11 After Riḍā's death in 1935, al-Fatḥ carried on Riḍā's legacy of the Salafiyya and flourished as a mouthpiece for many leading Salafī organizations and writers. However, as compared to Riḍā's "intellectual" Salafīsm, al-Fatḥ carried this religious trend toward a more "populist" discourse. The activities of those European converts in their homelands were highlighted in a positive light by these journals in Egypt. Despite their adamant rejection of Ghulam Ahmad's "heterodox" theology, Salafī writers appreciated the religious work of the Ahmadiyya in interwar Europe and the conversion of many Europeans to Islam.
Al-Manār and European Converts
The conversion of European Christians to Islam was enthusiastically received by the early Salafiyya movement from the late nineteenth century on. They believed that Islam, unlike Christianity, could expand across the Muslim borders without any organized and collective missionary work. For example, Muḥammad ʿAbduh , the mufti of Egypt and Riḍā's mentor, had direct contact with the prominent British convert Hajj Abdullah Browne (d. 1907) . ʿAbduh was impressed by Browne's "sincere worship and prayers," in English, which he found better than that of many who were born Muslim.12
Like ʿAbduh, Riḍā boasted about the conversion of Europeans to Islam. He saw their conversion as evidence of the failure of Christian missionary work in the Muslim world.13 He believed that most Muslims who abandoned Islam would never become real Christians, but rather turn into "atheists" or become antagonistic toward religion. Muslims mostly converted to Christianity out of poverty and need for financial support from missionaries, while in most cases western converts to Islam belonged to the elite classes in Europe.14 Riḍā was aware of the role of the Ahmadiyyaʼs Woking mosque in converting Britons. Despite his positive tone regarding their work in Britain, al-Manār's strong anti-Ahmadiyya campaign never diminished. As early as 1901, Riḍā attacked Ghulam Ahmad for his claim to be a "shade for the Prophetic miracle."15 In response, Ghulam Ahmad depicted Riḍā as a "jealous" and "arrogant" scholar who, like many others, not only rejected the message, but fueled the dislike of Indian Muslims against him and his followers.16 15 See, Mirza Ghulam Ahmad, Iʿjāz al-masiḥ (Tilford, Surrey, uk: al-Shirkat al-Islamiyya Limited, 2011) Al-Manār, 4, no. 12 (31 Aug. 1901), 460-468. 16 Mirza Ghulam Ahmad, al-Hudā wa-l-tabṣira liman yarā (Tilford, Surrey, uk: al-Shirkat al-Islamiyya Limited, 2011) ; available online: http://www.islamahmadiyya.net/books2. asp?book_key=67&magazine=0 ). also, al-Manār 5, no. 8 (22 July 1902 al-Manār 5 no. 10 (20 Aug. 1902 ), 398-399. Cf. al-Manār 23, no. 1 (Jan. 1922 al-Manār 31, no. 5 (Dec. 1930), 391-396; al-Manār 5, no. 19 (15 Jan. 1903), 789-791; also see al-Manār 24, no. 8 (Aug. 1923), 578-583; al-Manār 27, no. 1 (April 1926), 55-67 . Also see the reactions of Mawlana Abu Wafa Sanaullah of Amritsar (1868 Amritsar ( -1948 , one of the fiercest Indian opponents to Ghulam Ahmad, in al-Manār 27, no. 3 (June 1926) , 238-239. Muḥammad Rashīd Riḍā (1865 Lucknow (1912 ), al-Manār 31, no. 5 (Dec. 1930 al-Manār 31, no. 6 (Jan. 1931), 479-480; al-Manār 31 no. 7 (Feb. 1931), 559-560; al-Manār 31, no. 10 (July 1931), 751-752. 17 As quoted in al- Manār 17, no. 1 (Dec. 1913 ), 34-40. Cf. al-Manār 28, no. 7 (Sept. 1927 , 543-550. About Headley's conversion in the western press, see, for example, "Irish Peer turns Moslem," New York Times (16 Nov. 1913 his view, too "stupid" and "villainous" to fund public projects, except when such projects would raise their status in the eyes of rulers and princes.24 In general, Riḍā agreed with Khwaja Kamal-ud-Dinʼs "friends" and followers in Egypt and considered him a "moderate" follower of the Ahmadiyya. In 1923, Lord Headley, Kamal-ud-Din, and Abdul Mohye, the Arab mufti of the Woking Mosque (the Arab press gave him the title of the Mufti of the English Lands), passed through Egypt on their way to hajj. The trip was covered in a favorable light in the Islamic press in Egypt, including al-Manār. In Egyptian newspapers, Kamal-ud-Din found a suitable opportunity to defend the Lahore branch of the Ahmadiyya and their faith as being a trend close to "mainstream" Islam. Riḍā was not able to meet them in order to discuss his doubts regarding the Ahmadiyya with Kamal-ud-Din in person. At this point, Riḍā found that Kamal-ud-Din's consideration of Ghulam Ahmad as merely a "reformer" was a good step by the Lahore branch towards the "true" Islam. 25 Headley and his fellow pilgrims were highly regarded during this visit. Reception committees were organized in Port Said, Cairo, and Alexandria in order to honor Lord Headley in particular. From Port Said to Cairo and Alexandria, large gatherings appeared in train stations:
everywhere people would shake hands with Lord Headley and reverentially kiss the Khwaja's hands. Young and old joined together in lusty cheers of "Long live Lord Headley!" and "Long live Khwaja Kamal-udDin!" At such of the stations where stoppage was not less than three or four minutes the guests would speak a few words…26
In the Cairo railway station, a huge crowd gathered to welcome the guests. Headley and his friends were guests at the Heliopolis residence of the Egyptian notable and Sufi Sayyid Iḥsān al-Bakrī, who was well known to most English Muslims because of his stay in England and interest in the Woking mission activities. After the Friday prayer at al-Ḥusayn Mosque, prayers and speeches were made in honor of the British Muslims by religious scholars and other notables, including Shaykh al-Sāwī, the president of the Cairo reception committee and the Naqīb al-Ashrāf (head of the descendants of the Prophet). A dinner banquette was organized for five hundred people that evening. Similar meetings were also organized in Alexandria, where Headley and his fellows 24 Ryad, "Islamic Reformism and Great Britain," 278-279. 25 Al-Manār 24, no. 8 (Aug. 1923) In that interview, Headley revealed the reasons he had converted to Islam. He said that as a child he had doubted many doctrines taught by the church. As he was not an entirely convinced Christian, he considered himself a unitarian, as did many others in Britain and the United States. Thus, even during the years before his official conversion, he considered himself a Muslim. While he was working as an engineer in India in 1883 he read a copy of the Qurʾān in English translation that had been given to him by a friend and he became impressed by the simplicity of the tenets of Islam. After reading the Qurʾān, he discovered that he was a Muslim-and in fact he had not been exposed to any kind of missionary work. He stated that he delayed his public conversion because he did not want to hurt the feelings of the elderly members of his family.29
Riḍā did not agree with those Muslims who questioned the Englishman's sincere belief in Islam; he stated that "anybody reading this report with a heart should feel that it was said out of truth and sincerity."30 Furthermore, Riḍā said that it was no surprise that the majority of British people would disbelieve in the traditions of the church, since the British upbringing often takes into account the human fiṭra (pure disposition), and encourages independent thought.31 As a result of Headley's conversion, Riḍā wished that "if Muslim missionaries went to Britain and the United States and revealed the swindle of politicians and… [Christian] missionaries, who caused enmity and animosity between Islam and Europe, the people of the two countries would actually 27 Ibid. , the mufti of Beirut. In his fatwā, Riḍā saw it as a "deviant" translation that contradicts the principles of Islam. He stated that the translation attempts to destroy Islam from within by disseminating the Ahmadiyya's "false" doctrines on revelation and by abrogating Qurʾānic rulings, such as jihad.34 In his view, Riḍā emphasized that Muḥammad ʿAlī intentionally distorted some verses related to the Messiah (al-masīḥ) in order to argue, based on these verses, that Ghulam Ahmad is the promised Messiah. Riḍā urged Muslims not to rely on this translation, or on any other, to understand the Qurʾān, but rather to act according to its rulings in a direct manner. However, Riḍā did believe that this translation and other Qurʾān translations could be used to invite non-Muslims to Islam, particularly those without knowledge of Arabic.35
Riḍā's tone was inconsistent. With regard to the differences between the Lahore and Qadiyani branches in matters of creed (ʿaqīda) and their religious work in Europe, Riḍā argued that the Lahore movement agrees with other Muslims in general, except in specific issues related to the death of Jesus and the abrogation of certain verses of the Qurʾān. Despite their "great" sacrifices for Islam in India and Europe, Riḍā finally concluded that the Ahmadis of both branches were followers of falsehood (bāṭil).36 Nevertheless, it is strange that Riḍā utterly dismissed Kamal-ud-Din from the Ahmadiyya movement. After Khawaja Kamal-ud-Din's death, Riḍā eulogized him for his service for Islam in Europe. A brief biography of Kamal-ud-Din was soon published in al-Manār by Khwaja Abdul Ghani, secretary of the managing committee of the Woking Muslim Mission and Literary Trust in Lahore, as a token of appreciation. Riḍā considered Kamal-ud-Din "the greatest missionary to Islam" in their age. Through his mission, he provided a great service to Islam by converting many high-class British, the most refined of them being Lord Headley. Although Kamal-ud-Din was known as a "moderate" follower of the Ahmadiyya, Riḍā was told by many friends who were familiar with his work in Europe, that his activities and writings did not actually reflect any inclinations to the Ahmadiyya convictions as such.37
Cutting All Connections with the Mirza: A Populist Salafī Voice
Riḍā's journal does not reflect any further details about other contemporary European converts. As noted, by the late 1920s, al-Fatḥ magazine had become 36 al-Manār 28, no. 7 (Sept. 1927 Sheldrake (1888 Sheldrake ( -1947 , president of the Western Islamic Association in Britian (and also active in the Woking mission in London),38 sent a letter to al-Azhar in Cairo asking for a fatwā on the permissibility of building and designing a new mosque in London that would be built by Christian builders in a modern European architectural style; this triggered a heated debate about the Ahmadiyya in al-Fatḥ. The scholars, while aware of the sectarian disputes among Muslims in Britain at that time, replied in the affirmative. However, they advised the questioner to open this mosque to all Muslims, and not favor one sect over another. For the validity of their prayers in the West, the determination of the qibla (prayer direction) should be accurately measured. Al-Fatḥ's editor was impressed by Sheldrake's work and urged Muslims to support him financially. Al-Khaṭīb was probably not aware of Sheldrake's role in the Woking mosque at this time, since he emphatically requested him not to follow the example of the Woking mosque, whose doors were only open to the followers of the Ahmadiyya, at least in the eyes of the editor (this was not entirely correct Arslān (1887 Arslān ( -1954 , the brother of the well-known exiled Druze prince Shakīb Arslān (1869 Arslān ( -1946 (1932) (1933) (1934) (1935) , tried to clear the mosque's name of any misunderstanding by stressing that the Woking mosque was a center for the Islamic mission in England and was not limited to a specific sect of Islam. To prove his point, he enclosed a copy of The Islamic Review in which a photo of the Eid prayer was published, showing Muslims from various ethnic groups in the mosque. The prayer was led by the British convert William Burchell Bashyr Pickard. Other leading Sunnī Muslims, such as the mufti of Jerusalem Amīn al-Ḥusaynī and Shaykh Ḥāfiẓ Wahba, used to lead the prayers in the mosque as well. Abdul-Majid denied any connection with the other Qadiyani group: "I confirm to you that God had bestowed us unprecedented success in these lands only due to our vigorous efforts in propagating pure monotheism; and that the honorable Prophet Muḥammad was the seal of prophecy. Our books are enough proofs that we really take distance from any [other] sects."46 Again al-Khaṭīb noted that his magazine had avoided becoming involved in polemics with the Ahmadiyya who had been active in Europe for many years, but he was obliged to answer Ali Muhib's remarks. Although the nature of the Woking mosque and its differences with the Qadiyani branch was no secret, he 44 Ibid. Arslān mentioned that Muslims in New York, for instance, used to have their Eid collective prayer in an old theater. As they had neither competent religious guides nor good preachers to help them in their faith, Arslān wrote a letter to the Egyptian ministry of education, requesting that they to dispatch an Egyptian imam to lead the community, but he did not receive an answer. 45 Arslān, "al-Daʿwa," 4-5. Some Muslims in India were doubtful about the sincerity of European converts because of their negligence of their religious duties, an issue that was earlier discussed in al-Manār. Al-Hilālī stated that while hundreds of millions of Muslims might pray and fast, they remained fragile and weak in the world and God's victory on earth will not be given to fasting and praying people only. For example, al-Hilālī deemed the works of the famous translator of the Qurʾān, Muḥammad Marmaduke Pickthall , who was an active convert in the Woking mission, as equal to a "Muslim battalion" in the face of the enemies of Islam. His service for Islam in Europe was far better than the prayers of millions Muslims. He believed that a distinction should be made between the pious work of an individual Muslim and communal work that benefits the Muslim public interest. For al-Hilālī, prayers only benefit the one praying, while such communal acts as translating the Qurʾān are useful for all Muslims all over the world.50
On the basis of his various readings in the Ahmadiyya literature in India, however, al-Hilālī reached a conclusion that the Ahmadiyya mission in Europe was useful and harmful at the same time. Their major and "amazing" religious work in Europe was even more successful than Christian missions in the Muslim world. In his view, because of their work, European converts now had access to some "true" Islamic tenets, even under the disguise of the "invented doctrines" of the Ahmadiyya. The Ahmadiyya, a tiny Muslim group, was capable of achieving what hundreds of millions of Muslims had failed to do for many years. He was sympathetic with their writings and even considered their defense of Islam in the West as a "real jihad" that should please every Muslim.51 His main critique of the Lahore Ahmadiyya magazine The Light was that it focused on their "odd" exegesis of the Qurʾān and their "unfounded" fatwās regarding specific theological issues such as the virgin birth of Jesus. But he distinguished their work from the Qadiyani branch, which remained, in his view, more harmful, because of their unyielding conviction that Ghulam Ahmad was the "Promised Messiah."52 Al-Hilālī ascribed the "usefulness" of the Ahmadiyyaʼs missionary work to their potential "enlightening" of Europeans regarding Islam; they removed the "remnants of myths and fallacies" which "fanatic" Christian clergymen had been disseminating in Europe since the time of the Crusades. On the other hand, the Ahmadiyya work also influenced the image of European soldiers based in the Muslim East by revealing to them the reality of Islam and its Prophet. As a result, they might not take part in what al-Hilālī called the "destruction of Muslims" because of an inherited animosity against Islam. To remain a Christian or to convert to Islam through Ahmadiyya beliefs was for al-Hilālī equal. However, their efforts in removing misconceptions in European minds should be simply recognized as one of their advantages.53
In response, Masʿūd ʿĀlim al-Nadwī , co-founder of al-Ḍiyāʾ magazine and one of al-Hilālī's associates in India, argued that this movement was neither useful to Islam, nor was their "charlatan" Ghulam Ahmad a reformer.54 Al-Khaṭīb agreed and added that the Ahmadiyya was a separate "religion" completely opposed to Islam. Their work to convert non-Muslims was therefore useless because they were "corrupting" God's words and the Prophet's sayings with their own interpretations. In this case, one should combat their "damage" to Islam instead of praising them.55
At the same time, the debate on the religious works of the Ahmadiyya reached other Muslim regions. For instance, the weekly newspaper Hadramaut launched an anti-Ahmadiyya campaign among the Arabic-speaking community in Indonesia. Amidst these fierce debates, al-Fatḥ demanded the Ahmadiyya to issue a vehement denial on behalf of the Lahore branch, if they were serious in their claims of being close to Sunnī Islam. Muslims now became convinced that participating in their activities equaled "unbelief."70 In response to this antiAhmadiyya campaign in Egypt, the leaders of the general Ahmadiyya headquarters in Lahore set up a propaganda branch in Cairo in order to clarify their beliefs and the ways that they differed from the Qadiyani movement. But al-Fatḥ remained unshaken in its conclusions: "The consequence of following the Qadiyani Ghulam will be the Hell-fire whether this was based on [the belief] in him as a 'prophet of the devil' or a 'modernizer' of the daʿwa of the devil."71 European converts to Islam found themselves in the middle of these sectarian debates in national and transnational contexts. Some of them were active in both the Salafī and Ahmadiyya circles. For a while, their simultaneous activism in various Muslim circles downplayed the tone of bitter hostility on both sides. But eventually Salafī writers demanded that European converts deny any connection with the Ahmadiyya, if they were genuine believers in Islam and Sunnī Muslims. As we shall see, two prominent European figures became the central focus of the Salafī-Ahmadiyya polemic, the above-mentioned British convert Khalid Sheldrake (b. 1888) and the Austrian Baron Omar Rolf von Ehrenfels (1901 Ehrenfels ( -1980 (26 June 1933) was impressed by Sheldrake as the "head of millions of Muslims," whose intention was to connect Muslims in Asia with their "brethren" in Europe.82 In India, other Muslim publications doubted Sheldrake's sincerity as a Muslim. The Muslim Review, a monthly review of the shīʿī educational center Madrasatul Waizeen (College of Preachers) in Lucknow, accused Sheldrake of "trading" with religion merely in order to gain wealth through missionary activities in the West, unlike the Woking mosque's people, who were sincere in their dissemination of Islam in Europe.83 In a fierce response, the above-mentioned Taqī l-Dīn Hilālī defended Sheldrake's sincerity and efforts to convert many prominent and high-class Europeans and Americans to "true" Islam. Al-Hilālī retaliated, and accused the Ahmadiyya movement of explicitly deceiving Muslims by collecting money from India and elsewhere in the name of Islam in order to propagate their doctrines and to fulfill their own interests.84 In al-Hilālī's view, this press campaign against Sheldrake's visit to India was backed by the Ahmadiyya, who did not dare to criticize him in public. In response, al-Hilālī accused Kamal-ud-Din of accumulating a treasure after his arrival in London, and said that he used it only for his own comfort and for his heirs after him. Al-Hilālī, who had earlier highly praised the work of the Ahmadiyya in Europe, now changed his mind completely and said that the Ahmadis had exaggerated their work by enlisting the names of famous European converts, such as Sheldrake, who had in fact converted to Islam much earlier, even before the start of the Ahmadiyyaʼs work in London. As for Lord Headley, al-Hilālī contested his financial integrity as well. In 1928, Headley succeeded in persuading the Nizam of Hyderabad to donate money for the establishment of a mosque in West Kensington, London; the site cost 28,000 pounds at the time, but the project was delayed for many years. He also distrusted the choice of the location of the mosque-beside night clubs and cinemas. He blamed Indian Muslims for being "foolish" in donating money to the Woking mosque in order to "propagate the fallacies made by the Prophet of Punjab [Ghulam Ahmad] ."85 Sheldrake was accused by the Ahmadis of "flattering" other Muslims by essentially telling them what they wanted to hear. Al-Hilālī saw it as a false accusation because the Ahmadis envied his success among Indian Muslims Taqī l-Dīn al-Hilālī, "al-Itijār," 9-12. 85
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Bekim Agai, Umar Ryad and Mehdi Sajid -9789004301979 Downloaded from Brill.com12/11/2018 07:31:02PM via free access after his speech in Calcutta. They intentionally organized the anniversary of Kamal-ud-Din's death on the same day as Sheldrake's lecture, just to compete with him. At this gathering, they distributed free pamphlets with photos of their "prophet" among Sheldrake's audience. Al-Hilālī was surprised that whereas The Light welcomed his trip to India, the Woking mosque in London was "fighting against him by all means." However, in al-Hilālī's view, the Muslim world highly appreciated Sheldrake's work for the sake of Islam and poor fellow Muslims in Britain.86 Al-Hilālī accused the Ahmadis of "paradox and cunning" for "playing" with Sheldrakeʼs name and that of other European converts; but Sheldrake had already uncovered this Ahmadiyya scheme by denying his conversion in their circles. Ahmadi attacks against Sheldrake were deemed as "testimony for him before all Muslims in the world that he seeks God's face only…."87 Al-Hilālī argued that the Ahmadi falsely accused him of making the trip to India to collect money in the name of the Muda of Sarawak.88 However, it should be noted that Muda of Sarawak received many letters from India regarding the tour of Sheldrake and Simpson in India; and for this reason she distanced herself from their statements on her behalf.89
At this point, in order to unify all mainstream Muslims, Sheldrake was strongly urged to deny all connections with Ghulam Ahamd and his "absurd" mission as a reformer of Islam.90 In the Arab Muslim press in Egypt, Sheldrake distanced himself from the Ahmadi factions and defended his sincerity for Islam in Europe to such an extent that he lost his wealth and family for the sake of his new religion.91 Al-Fatḥ boasted about Sheldrake's Muslim missionary activities in the Far East and southeast Asia and declared that he was "the greatest Muslim guide of the age."92 At this time, an Egyptian dignitary 86 Ibid. 1932-1933, von Ehrenfels traveled to India accompanied by Muḥammad S. Abdullah, the imam of the Ahmadiyya Berlin mosque. As in the press coverage about Headley's visit to Cairo almost ten years before, von Ehrenfels' arrival in Lahore was described by the Ahmadi magazine The Light: "as the Frontier Mail slided in, the platform resounded with shouts of Allah-o-Akbar. On alighting from the train, the Baron and the Imam were profusely garlanded and it was stilt great difficulty that a way could be forced out of the huge crowd to the car, bedecked with flowers."101 Taqī l-Dīn al-Hilālī translated The Light's report about von Ehrenfels' visit, the welcoming of the Ahmadiyya to his project to translate the Qurʾān into German, and the plans to start a Muslim mission and build a mosque in Vienna. Al-Hilālī saw the Baron's choice of India to increase his knowledge of the Islamic sciences as an unfortunate one. He chose India because Qadiyani (he did not use the Lahori) Muslims were not welcomed anymore in Egypt, the Hijaz, Yemen or Syria. The Ahmadis allegedly kept von Ehrenfels away from the centers of "Muḥammadan Islam" for fear that their "fallacies" would be unearthed.102 Baron von Ehrenfels publicly announced that he never denied Zākī ʿAlī's support as a secretary of Kulturbund in Vienna; and said that he had he always had good "brotherly" relations with him.103 Meanwhile, on behalf of the Kulturbund, a certain Muḥammad Saljaq al-Busnawī, a member of the Kulturbund's board, strongly rejected the "rumors" ascribed to the Baron that he had converted to Islam according to the Ahmadiyya doctrines; and that their society was connected in any way to the Ahmadiyya movement in Europe. Zākī ʿAlī's main objective was to establish an Islamic center in the heart of Europe. His choice of the Baron as its president was because of the latter's sincerity and fame as a European writer. It was a condition of the board that the Baron should not attach himself to any Muslim organization that was at odds with the mainstream consensus in the Muslim world. The Kulturbund had several connections with Muslim organizations, including the Ahmadis. This was, therefore, the reason he was invited to deliver lectures in India in many Muslim circles, including the Ahmadiyya in Lahore. The Kulturbund's board warned von Ehrenfels against expressing any direct affiliation with the Ahmadiyya, or, they said they would be compelled to replace him in that position. They also sent a declaration to the Indian press regarding this issue.104 Al-Khaṭīb was relieved by this news and appreciated the Kulturbund's publicity in India. "If my father were connected to the Qadiyanis," he wrote, "I would launch a 'war' against him and would warn all Muslims against him."105
Sense of Competition and Climax
In this context, and because they perceived a sense of competition with the Ahmadiyya missionary work in Europe, al-Fatḥ became keen on countering their missions by reporting the "success" of non-Ahmadiyya Muslim missions in Europe. By this time, Shaykh Muḥammad ʿAbd al-Salām Salīm al-Hazarwī (Hazarvi) (1898-1947),119 a well-known teacher of Islamic sciences in Mysore (India), was keen on informing his Arab "brethren" through al-Fatḥ about the real nature of the Woking mosque and their "hypocrisy." As one of the fiercest opponents of the Ahmadiyya in the region, al-Hazarwī urged people to boycott the Ahmadiyya altogether. In May 1935, Abdul-Majid, the imam of Woking, and Khwaja Abdul-Ghani, secretary of the mosque, visited al-Hazarwī in order to convince him that their mosques and activities in Europe were neither associated to the Qadiyanis, nor to the Lahore line of belief, rather, they stated, they were followers of Ahl al-Sunna wa-l-Jamaʿa. During this meeting, al-Hazarwī requested that they sign a paper on which they clearly state that Ghulam Ahmad was an unbeliever (kāfir) because of his claim of prophecy, but they refused. This was, for al-Hazarwī and al-Fatḥ, definitive proof of their separation from Islam.120
The above-mentioned Egyptian Maḥmūd Ḥamdī ʿAlī gently blamed al-Khaṭīb for persisting in this stance regarding the Muslims of the Woking mosque, who did not explicitly consider Mirza Ghulam Ahmad as a prophet. But al-Khaṭīb remained adamant in his position. For him, the Ahmadiyya Lahore missionaries, including Mawlana Muḥammad ʿAlī and Kamal-ud-Din, were clandestinely concealing their real nature behind their claim that the Mirza was a reformer, in order to achieve their goals, which ultimately served British colonial interests.121 In the view of al-Fatḥ, another proof of their hatred of Islam was the joy expressed by a Qadiyani paper in India at the death of Rashīd Riḍā; it stated that his demise was the "perishing of the first and the strongest adversary of the Promised Messiah…in the Muslim world."122
European converts started to demand that the Woking leadership disassociate themselves from the Ahmadiyya. Led by Sheldrake, a group of British converts, including Sir Omar Hubert C. Rhys Stewart-Rankin (1899 -1988 and Sir Charles Edward Abdullah Watkin Hamilton (1876 Hamilton ( -1939 , disclaimed any relationship with Lord Headley, and regretted their earlier friendship with the Ahmadiyya altogether. To Sheldrake, the Ahmadis were "tricky people" who caused him "pain."123 At this point, some British converts severed their ties to the Woking mosque. After Headley's death in 1935, Omar Stewart-Rankin succeeded him as president of the British Muslim Society. A month later, he resigned after a meeting with the Woking members during which he put forward a resolution that the mosque should not have any connection with the Ahmadis in India. When his resolution was defeated, Stewart-Rankin and other members walked away. He decided therefore to form a new "orthodox and non-sectarian" Muslim society.124 Stewart-Rankinʼs move was seen by some other converts as a "non-sensical split…through his impulsiveness."125 Mubarak Fuelling, a Qadiyani British convert, even criticized this split by arguing that most British Muslims were "led like sheep in all matters that affected Islam by any man from the East who had a beard or spoke Arabic."126 A few days later, al-Khaṭīb received the news of Stewart-Rankinʼs split from the Ahmadiyya in London with great joy. For him, it was now the right time to "purify" the Islamic daʿwa in Britain from the "filth" of the Ahmadiyya. He boasted that it was his magazine that raised its "gentle voice" against their work in Britain from the start. But his "good intentions" regarding the Woking mosque and The Islamic Review in the beginning were spoiled by mosque's refusal to clearly distance itself from Ghulam Ahmad. He saw Stewart-Rankinʼs resignation as a result of anti-Ahmadiyya voices in the Muslim world.127
Similarly, at the invitation of the Islamische Gemeinde in Berlin, a group of more than fifty Muslims living in Berlin gathered and issued a declaration to the Muslim world to condemn and boycott the Ahmadiyya activities in Europe. They denounced their work as "charlatanry" in the name of Islam. The list included Arab, Indian, and European names, such as the converts Walter 122 al-Fatḥ 10, no. 470 (7 Nov. 1935 ), 13. 123 Sheldrake, "Li-mādha," 14-15. See al-Fatḥ 9, no. 417 (18 Oct. 1934 ), 4. 124 "British Muslims' Leader Resigns," Times (12 Dec. 1935 . 125 See Gilham, Loyal Enemies, 204. 126 Ibid. 127 al-Fatḥ 10, no. 476 (19 Dec. 1935 3.4 al-Fatḥ 10, no. 476 (19 Dec. 1935) Mohammed Ḥasan Hoffmann, Chalid-Albert Seiler-Chan, Faruq Fischer, and S. Umar W.A. Schubert,128 who later supported the establishment of another Muslim congregation in Berlin.
Conclusion
As we have seen, the individuals analyzed in this chapter followed specific paths that elucidate, in different ways, the many worlds in which they lived. In particular, the history of European converts to Islam highlights aspects of the shifting patterns of interaction not only between Muslims and European society, but also with the global Muslim community in the interwar period. It is clear that they, as European actors, crossed boundaries in the transcultural history of the period; this was a result of their active role as new Muslims connecting the East and West. Their role was also a function of the intra-Muslim religious debates between the Salafiyya and Ahmadiyya as conflicting branches of Islam of that time.
As a matter of fact, the multifold and deeply-rooted conflicts between the Salafiyya and Ahmadiyya were uncompromising. However, we have observed that the presence of European converts as new and engaging figures unconsciously created a certain commonality between these disagreeing Muslim branches through their entwining role in Europe. They all had one goal in common, namely the relevance of Islam on European soil. The chapter has also tried to demonstrate the interconnected history of the Salafiyya, Ahmadiyya, and European converts in a common past that was not only characterized by enduring conflict, but also by the exchange of ideas. In other words, these conflicts were not always primarily translated into complete boycott, but knew many blurry zones. This can be seen quite clearly in the unprecedented Egyptian welcome of Lord Headley despite his Ahmadiyya affiliation. As for the case of the Salafī-leaning journal al-Fatḥ, despite its editor's vehement dislike of the Ahmadiyya, he allowed many writers to express positive remarks about the Ahmadiyyaʼs role in Europe.
Salafī responses to the Ahmadiyya in Europe were ambivalent. Initially, some Salafī writers recognized the significance of the symbolic and organizational centrality of the Woking mosque in the interwar period and its importance for the presence of Islam in Europe in general. Nevertheless, Addison's remarks in 1929 on the reluctance of the Lahore group to admit any connection with the Ahmadiyya movement, especially their eagerness to modify their message according to the fashion of the hour, correctly corresponds with the hesitant appreciation of the reformist figures discussed in the chapter. It may be no surprise therefore that Riḍā did not consider Khwaja Kamal-ud-Din after the latter's death as a true follower of the Ahmadiyya.
The change of the Salafiyya movement to a more "populist" turn radically affected the image of the Ahmadiyya in the Muslim world. Al-Fatḥ, which was, initially, somewhat positive about the Ahmadiyya's missionary work in Europe, boldly demanded that the Lahore group disavow their connection with Mirza Ghulam Ahmad altogether. In 1940, Ḥasan al-Banna, the founder of the Muslim Brothers, continued the anti-Ahmadiyya campaign when he became the editor of al-Manār at the request of Riḍā's family.129
Among European converts, Lord Headley and Khalid Sheldrake occupied prominent places in Salafī circles. Headley remained closely connected to the Woking mosque until his death in 1935, while Sheldrake maintained close contacts with Salafī circles in the East. Despite his several writings in Ahmadi publications, he ultimately created a swift anti-Ahmadiyya backlash in the Muslim Salafī press. In the late 1930s, Sheldrake disappeared from the scene and became a business representative in Turkey and a part-time employee of the British Council in Ankara. He died in London in 1947, three years after his return to Britain. Despite his role in the formative making of British Islam, his death was ignored in the British and mainstream Muslim press.130 David/Dawud Cowan (1915 -2003 , a British convert and assistant imam in the Woking mosque, recalled to Gilham many decades later that "Sheldrake was considered a bit of a charlatan…Various people said Sheldrake talked about Islam for the profit of British secret service."131 Although one must take such later testimonies with a grain of salt, they reflect at least the images made among these converts amid such disputes.
Interwar European converts still occupy a special place in the writings of some prominent contemporary Muslim scholars in the generation after World War ii. For example, the well-known Grand Shaykh of al-Azhar 
